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DETAILED ACTION 

Applicant's Request for reconsideration filed 12/06/04 has been entered and 
carefully considered. The arguments regarding rejections 35.U.S.C 103 to 
claims 1-21 have been found to be persuasive. These claims are rejected under 
the new ground of rejection as set forth below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-4, 11, 14-15 and 18-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rodriguez et al. [US. 6,704,034]. 

As to claims 1, 14 and 18, Rodriguez et al. disclose identifying a selected region 
of a first image adjacent to a cursor in the GUI (figure 3F, the first image 302 is 
adjacent to the cursor 306); forming a magnified image including an enlarged 
version of the first image located in the selected region (figure 3F, the magnified 
image 314 including the enlarge version, column 5, lines 5-35), superimposing 
the magnified image over the first image such that the magnified image masks 
the selected region (figure 3F, superimposing the magnified image 314 over the 
first image 302); 
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Rodriguez et al. fail to clearly teach superimposing the cursor over the 
magnified image to form a second image. However, suggested that the cursor 
306 can move to an image 304 (figure 3F, column 5, lines 50-55). Official notice 
is taken that implementation of the step of superimposing the cursor over the 
magnified image to form a second image would have been well known in the art 
of computer interface because the cursor 314 can superimpose over anyplace 
of the magnified image 314. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art, at the time the invention was made to combine the well known 
implementation of superimposing the cursor over the magnified image to form a 
second image to combine with Rodriguez's superimposing the magnified image 
over the first image. Motivation of the combination would have been to facilitate 
selection of the background image 302. 

As to claims 2 and 19, Rodriguez et al. also disclose the magnified image 
having a width equal to a width of the GUI, thereby enhancing the readability of 
the text in the first image (figures 3H). 

As to claims 3 and 20, Rodriguez et al. show a location identified by the cursor 
relative to the magnified image being co-located with a location identified by the 
cursor relative to the first image (column 5, lines 50-65). 
As to claims 4 and 21 , Rodriguez et al. also show a user visually interacting 
with a magnified interface element at the location identified by the cursor 
relative to the magnified image actually interacting with an interface element at 
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the location identified by the cursor relative to the first image (column 5, lines 
40-67). 

As to claims 1 1 and 15, Rodriguez et al. disclose the magnified image being 
superimposed over the first image such that a first edge of the magnified image 
extends to a first edge of the first image and a second edge of the magnified 
image extends to a second edge of the first image (figure 3E-figure 3H). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5-10, 12-13 and 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Rodriguez et al. [US. 6,704,034] in view of Chui et al. 

[US. 6,407,747]. 

As to claim 5, Rodriguez et al. fail to clearly teach determining Cartesian 
coordinate data identifying a location of the cursor, calculating upper and left 
boundaries of the selected region based on the Cartesian coordinate data. 
However, in the same field of the invention, Chui et al. show determining 
Cartesian coordinate data is disclosed at figure 4H and calculating upper and 
left boundaries at column 6, lines 56-67 and column 7, lines 35-47. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made, to combine the teaching of Rodriguez et al. with Chui's Cartesian 
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coordinate data. Motivation of the combination would have been to place a 
magnified image in a correct position. 

As to claim 6, Rodriguez et al. fail to clearly teach multiplying a distance from 
the cursor to a left boundary of the magnified image by a width of the selected 
region to form a first factor and dividing the first factor by a width of the 
magnified image to form a second factor; and subtracting the second factor 
from an X Cartesian coordinate of the cursor. However, in the same field of the 
invention, Chui et al. also teach multiplying a distance from the cursor to a left 
boundary at column 8, lines 25-55 and dividing the first factor by a width of the 
magnified image to form a second factor; and subtracting the second factor 
from an X Cartesian coordinate of the cursor at column 4, lines 52-67. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made, to combine the teaching of Rodriguez et al. with Chui's Cartesian 
coordinate data. Motivation of the combination would have been to place a 
magnified image in a right position. 

As to claim 7, Rodriguez et al. fail to clearly teach multiplying a distance from 
the cursor to a upper boundary of the magnified image by a height of the 
selected region to form a third factor and dividing the third factor by a height of 
the magnified image to form a fourth factor; and subtracting the fourth factor 
from a Y Cartesian coordinate of the cursor. However, in the same field of the 
invention, Chui et al. also teach multiplying a distance (column 7, lines 35-47 
and column 8, lines 30-65); dividing the third factor by a height of the magnified 
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image and subtracting the fourth factor from a Y Cartesian coordinate of the 
cursor (column 4, lines 52-67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to combine the teaching of 
Rodriguez et al. with Chui's Cartesian coordinate data. Motivation of the 
combination would have been to place a magnified image in a right position. 
As to claims 8, 12 and 16, Rodriguez et al. also provide the second image being 
displayed within a television safe area on a display screen (figure 3H). 
As to claim 9, Rodriguez et al. fail to clearly teach alpha blending the first image 
with the magnified image, such that the first image shows through the magnified 
image. However, in the same field of the invention, Chui et al. demonstrate 
alpha blending the first image with the magnified image (column 7, lines 20-46). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to combine the teaching of Rodriguez et al. with Chui's 
Cartesian coordinate data. Motivation of the combination would have been to 
place a magnified image in a right position. 

As to claim 10, Rodriguez et al. disclose identifying a selected region of a first 
image adjacent to a cursor in the GUI (column 7, lines 10-20); forming a 
magnified image including an enlarged version of the first image located in the 
selected region (column 5, lines 5-35), superimposing the magnified image over 
the first image such that the magnified image masks the selected region (figure 
3G-3H, column 5, line 50 through column 6, line 15) and superimposing the 
cursor over the magnified image to form a second image (column 5, lines 42-50 
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"in figure 3D pointer 306 is over image 304, which is presented in a magnified 
or larger form". Rodriguez et al. fail to clearly teach the step of determining 
Cartesian coordinate data identifying a first point on the first image located 
under the cursor. However, in the same field of the invention, the claimed 
limitations are disclosed by Chui at column 6, lines 56-67 and column 7, lines 
35-47. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time 
the invention was made, to combine Chui's teaching with Rodriguez's magnified 
image. Motivation of the combination would have been to locate the cursor and 
the image at a right location. 

As to claim 13, Rodriguez et al. fail to clearly teach a user visually interacting 
with a magnified interface element at the second point actually interacts with an 
interface element at first point. However, in the same field of the invention, the 
claimed limitation is disclosed by Chui at column 11, lines 12-32. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was 
made, to combine the teaching of Rodriguez et al. with Chui's Cartesian 
coordinate data. Motivation of the combination would have been to place a 
magnified image in a right position. 

As to claim 17, Rodriguez et al. fail to clearly teach a user visually interacting 
with a magnified interface element at the second selected point actually 
interacts with an interface element at first selected point. However, in the same 
field of the invention, the claimed limitation is disclosed by Chui at column 1 1 , 
lines 12-35. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
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time the invention was made, to combine the teaching of Rodriguez et al. with 
Chui's Cartesian coordinate data. Motivation of the combination would have 
been to place a magnified image in a right position. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments about the feature of "superimposing the cursor over the 
magnified image" has been considered but are moot in view of the new ground 
of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Mylinh Tran. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Mon - Thu from 7:00AM to 3:00PM at 571-272-4141. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Heather Herndon, can be reached at 571-272-4136. 

The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned are as follows: 

703-872-9306 

and / or: 

571-273-4141 (use this FAX #, only after approval by Examiner, for 
"INFORMAL" or "DRAFT" communication. Examiners may request that a formal 
paper / amendment be faxed directly to them on occasions). 



Application/Control Number: 10/033,520 
Art Unit: 2179 



Page 9 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 
http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 
(toll-free). 
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